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REMARKS 



Claims 35 and 39-66 are pending in this application, with claim 35 being independent. 
Claims 36-38 and 67-79 have been canceled without prejudice. Applicants reserve the right to 
pursue these claims at a later point in time in this or in a continuation application. Claims 35 and 
66 have been amended. In particular, claim 35 has been amended to incorporate the limitations, 
in the alternative, of its dependent claims 52, 53, and 55. Applicants respectfully request entry of 
this amendment because it merely adds limitations previously considered by the Examiner and, 
therefore, does not raise any new issues for consideration that would require further search. 
Claim 66 has been amended to correct a typographical error. No new matter has been 
introduced. 

Claim 66 has been objected to for improperly depending from claim 5 1 . Applicants have 
amended claim 66, per the Examiner's suggestion, to now properly depend from claim 63. 

The pending claims have been rejected as being anticipated by or being unpatentable over 
Alexander (U.S. Patent No. 6,177,931). Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections. 

Independent claim 35, as amended, recites a method for providing content to a viewer. 
The method includes receiving a first signal in response to an input by a viewer. The first signal 
represents a first command that elicits display of television content. The method also includes 
receiving a second signal in response to an input by the viewer. The second signal represents a 
second command that elicits display of web content, the second command being a command to 
purchase items, rate a television show, or respond to a poll . The method also includes analyzing 
the first command and the second command, selecting content of potential interest to the viewer 
based on the analysis of the first command and the second command, and assembling the 
selected content for presentation to the viewer. 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 
35, and its dependent claims, because Alexander does not describe or suggest analyzing a first 
command that elicits display of television content and a second command that elicits display of 
web content as a basis for selecting content of potential interest to a viewer, the second command 
being a command to purchase items, rate a television show, or respond to a poll . 
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The Examiner acknowledges that Alexander fails to disclose a second command that 
comprises a command to purchase items, rate a television show, or respond to a poll. See Final 
Office Action, page 7. The Examiner, however, takes official notice that "said interactions are 
well known to those of ordinary skill in the art", stating that "Home shopping, manual entry of 
preferences, and interactive voting are common in interactive television systems." The 
Examiner then states "Therefore, it would be obvious at the time to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the method disclosed by Alexander to include a command to purchase items, 
rate a television show, or respond to a poll, for the benefit of including the well known features 
of home shopping, manual entry of user preferences, and interactive voting." 

Applicants respectfully traverse the official notice and respectfully request, pursuant to 
MPEP 2144, that the Examiner provide references indicating that home shopping, manual entry 
of preferences, and interactive voting are common in interactive television systems prior to the 
earliest priority date of the present application. Applicants also assert that, even if such systems 
having these features were common at that time, which applicants do not concede, the Examiner 
has failed to provide a proper motivation or suggestion that would lead such features to be 
included in the commands analyzed by Alexander's system to determine viewer profile 
information. Merely because features are purportedly well known, without more, is not 
sufficient motivation to modify a reference to include those features. According to such 
reasoning, no new combination of old elements would ever be patentable given that each of the 
old elements is well known and, therefore, according to the Examiner's reasoning, a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would always be motivated to combine the old elements with each other 
in whatever manner contemplated by the Examiner simply because the old elements are well 
known. Such reasoning is fallacious as new combinations of old elements have always been 
patentable. Accordingly, asserting that a person of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
modify Alexander's system in the manner contemplated by the Examiner "for the benefit of 
including well known features" is not a proper motivation to combine and, therefore, applicants 
submit that the Examiner has not satisfied his prima facie burden of establishing obviousness. 

For at least these reasons, applicants request reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection of the pending claims. 
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No fees are believed due. If any fees are due, please apply any charges or credits to 
deposit account 06-1050. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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